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The rules governing the imposition of liability raise fundamental questions of taking of property rights. The state has the power 
to impose absolute liability upon one causing loss of property to another by the use of agencies necessarily destructive and 


in the use of which absolute control is impossible, whether the one using the agency is a private person or a corporation. | 
A corporation's interest in its trade secrets is not a constitutionally protected property interest for purposes of determining 
whether the corporation's interest in protecting documents produced in connection with a products liability action is sufficient 


to overcome the presumption of openness and allow the sealing of documents.” However, the constitutional right to acquire, 
possess, and protect property prevents making a person liable for the acts and engagements of strangers over whom he or she 


has no control.” 


Punitive damages may be allowed without violating due process.“ However, it is possible for an award of punitive damages to 


be grossly excessive under particular circumstances and as such violative of due process.” 
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